- profe551ona1 staff members until that time. In actual practice, the |
persons hired did not work as the administrators of small- libraries,|

- because it wés effectively increasing the numbers
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At its June, 1977-meeting the Illinois State Library Advisory Committee

" requested that the'Shared'Staffing‘Program be reviewed and that a proposal for

g‘ "_;suggQSted changes in the gu1de11nes and in the program be submltted for con51d-
. . _

\ ] w
*

eratlon at its. June,'1978 meet1ng ‘ . _
TWO pha$es for the study were out11ned In Phase I the sewanrograms

e

1n 0peratlon wbuld be rev1ewed and evaluated andhrecommendations based on the

evaluation bersubmitted to the Advisory Committeei_ Phase I should be completed

by December, 1977.»In Phase II the personnel needs of 11brar1es serving popu-

)

.

;ations undér ten thousand, which represent over seventy per;ent of'the libr-
aries in the state,vwould be reviewed and studied wrth the.purpose,of suggesting
‘.zmodifications in,the oresent Shared Staffing Program which would meet‘those |

needs more‘adeqoately andialso to recommend similar or alternative programs

geared to this'pooolation group. The suggestions would be considered for.

-.1nc1u51on in the Illinois State Library Manpower Development Program

i

R L. PHASE I: REPORT

l,LaMethods
"2, General Sommary
3. aSummary-of questdonnaires ' v
1'4.,”Recommendations e

5. Appendixes L
, v — L ‘ - -
: Note: On'December 1, 1977, the. Shared Stafflng Programs has
- n& 2. projegcts openatlng in the third year .
- 2 projects operating. in the First: year
2 projects just Beglnnlng operation #
-1 pro;ect without a shared staffer

| . H -
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. PHASE I: REPORT
. v - 1. METHODS

A consultant, Muriel L. Fuller. retired professor of Library Science,

."  University of Wisconsin, Madison agreed to carry out the review of the Shared -
Staffing Program in"cooperation with the Illinois State Library and to preﬁare
the report with recommendations for both Phase I and II and subm1t them to the
I1linois State Library Adv1sory Committee. —_—

In addition to rev1ew1ng the proposals and reports for the six programs now
. in operation and the seventh, which will be ‘as soon as the Shared Staffer is
_employed, meetings were held at the headquarters-of DuPage, Suburban and Shawnee
Library Systems with the local librarians, shared.staffers, system liaisons
and the State Library consultant attending.’ At the meetings the programs

) were dlscussed in great detail and problems and results thoroughly aired.
u Inpressions of great varlagfe in objectives and activities were reinforced

« Ty bya f1e1d v151t to all public libraries 1nvolved ;

A questlonnalre ask1ng for in-put from each person who had been‘involved
in the projects from the beginning to the. present was sent and very helpful
replies were rece1ved from all the librarians 1nvolved now.
e

The intent of the questionnarie was to elicit responses to questlons
;6out process, to ask for suggestions for improvement in the guidelines- and
“‘changes in the program.itself, and whether the Shared Staffing Program should -
continue as a part of the State. L1brary s Manpower Develdpment Program. The .4
-response to the last question was very- nearly a unanlmous and resounding
nyesn .

. ! - B | X

The 'report on Phase I based on the informatipn gained' in the ways outlined

has been 'prepared with recommendatlons and is be;§§ submitted to the State

Library Advisory Commlttee at their December 1977 meeting.

»

’ . \ 2. GENERAL SUMMARY . .
3 o .
- In }1975 “the Share Stafflng Program was 1pteruced to 1111n01§ libraries.
It was %51gned to provide a way to meet the need for professional library
leaderghip in a number of the libraries serving populathns of 10,000 or less
which inc¢luded seventy percent of the pub11c libraries in the state: It would:
also provide young professional graduates with leadership and administrative
experience. Discussion of the program indicated that another benefit which
~ - hopefully would result would be the cooperative working ‘and planning together
of libraries so that they could really benefit from having professional 1eader—
" ship and obtain a new concept of what full 11brary service mlght be.

_ In the planning and carrying out of the program the local’ 11brar1es would
. work with a syste liaison person and a State Library staff member in order to
design grograms wﬁich would result in heﬁplng the 11brar1es -meet the objectives

stated in the program. . - , .
' ' / ] . . \‘v.
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+ viding more adequate library service in their co
‘was the*® expectatlon that working together would demonstrate the advantage of
ucooperatlon between libraries which m1ght lead to further cooperative programs

T

The objectives were: i

1. To improve the quality of library service 1n communltles now N
.«unable to afford profes51ona1 staff;

2. To assist libraries in the process of meeting minimum standards .
by offering.incentive through special personnel grants;

3. Te establish a basis for cooperative effort with -long range
potential for developing larger units of library service; N

- T ’
To help meet objectives of the State hq&g Range Plan.

- o ' - : o~ -

The original concept of shared- staffing was to make it possible for two
libraries, each serving up to 10,000 pgpulation to share a professional libr-

unities. 1In add1t10n there

.arian as their adm1n15trator:u1%rder to help thﬁm accompllsh the goal of pro-

and services being prov1ded jointly.

N

The concept of shared staffing is a logical administrative principle that ’

libraries are beg1nn1ng to accept. In mpst instances a single position is
shared by two persons. The Illinois State Library has offered a unique vari-
ation which has great potentr&l\for long range 1mprovement of Illinois library
service through increased numbers of professional staff. waever, certain
changes in the Shared Stafflng Program appear essential in order to realize
its potent1a1 af . (; S \ '

Although prlorlty in the or1g1na1 proposal was to be g1ven to libraries
in rural areas and to libraries serving populations under 10,000, three years
of programmlng have . shown very practical ‘reasons why there has been no ‘rush
of appllcants from that sector.

Finding two libraries near enough geographically to make shared staffing
feasible and having these.libraries at the same stage of development 'so they

can plan alead to take on the full funding for the half-time position in three

years at a professional sa1ary rate is very difficult espec1a11y for public
libraries in areas where present: funding for public library service is apt to'

who would gain valuable ‘administrative experience by working in two libraries
as the director raises an almost unattainable expectation of the capability of
the recent 11brary school graduate. Learning to cope with all the day-to-day «
operations of the library--and in «two of them at the same time(!)--as well as -
working with the library trustees, the governmental officials, system persornel
and the community . at Jdarge is a very demanding job. It is difficult engugh"

.be'minimal. Suggesting that the shared staffer might be a beg1nn1ng professional

A(
/
r__'f& |

L

for the mature person with great Judgment and administrative skill to work through

the first year of responsibility in one library. Two libraries would be im-
possible to handle except for .the experienced administrator-who might see'a

. challenge in‘developing two programs simultaneously. "In that case though, the

salary which the libraries- “could afford .would not compensate for the exper1ence'

“the person wTuld bring to the p051t10n . , _ _—

- - .
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" However, as one: of the shared staﬁﬁ\rs stated in his comments orl his® pos1t10n .

as a recent graduate without experdence, the shared staffing position can be- an .
idea] situation:. As he said, "Though the shared staffing position was orlginally .
designed to place profes51ona1 directors in small libraries that otherwise
could not afford the benefit of ‘a directdr with.a library science degree, in.
practice the program'has put new librarians in professional positions -at a level
.. betow that of director--as'reference or children's librarian. " It's these posi-

tlons whrch are great for the new 11brarlans fresh out of 11brary school." ¥

¢

Another aspect of the program whlch needs to be ré- -considered is the assump—
_ tion that each publie library'serving a populatlon under 10,000 should have
. professionally ‘trained leadersh1p When is it econom1ca11y,and profeSS10na11y
feasible to expect a“ public library-to seek and hire a profess1ona1 librarian?
5,000 population? 8,05U?\,10 000? . If a populatlon standard were acceptedgas . )
a guideling then the librawgjes could easily be\)dentlfled which. do not have a’ .
professionally trained Igbrarxan on.the staff, and a more specifi¢ program '
could be designed to help them reach the goal in the next:five to ten years. -
Shared staff1ng might be one method tg be proposed but there should be alter-

natives _ o . o o
. ' . : : ) ‘ -~ (

.

/ " If the population ffgure of S, OGO'ﬁO 000 were used in the guldelfnes then
a study of the ppbllcwdlbrary statistics (1976) shows - the number of communltles

in the populatlon category in each sx}tem as f6llows:
IE

” Libraries 5 OOO lO OO - - _ L1brar1es S,ObO—l0,000

‘ «  Bur Oak \_V 33 G Lincoln Trail . 47 o2
A Chicago - 1. 0 ~ North Suburban 40 3

A Cornbelt -~ ., 21 0 © Northern Illinois 55 5

B ~ Cumberland Trails 17 ) 8 River Kend‘s 21, 3.
’ DuPage . 26 6 - g Rolling Prairie - 30 2

Great River . 227 1 #8hawnee . - 34 10, .

- Illinois Valley 34 3 Starved Rock 28. , S
Kaskaskia, 18 - - 2 Y Suburban . , 74 16
Lewis and Clark 30 : :%J o Western'Illinois 27 2

"It seemed 1mportant to find out how. maé& libraries in this populatlon
bracket now have at least one professional staff member. A quick telephone.
survey of the systems gathered the following responses when the questions were

-asked, how many libraries 'in your.system serve 8,000-12, 000 persons? How many
-of these have at 1east one profess1ona1 llgfarlan on the staff’ . . -

’ Ch1cago was not caLled and responsefyhere not ava11ab Trom two other
.systems, 5o, fifteen systems responded. /They ‘Said that they ‘have a total of .
56 libraries serving. the 8,000-12 Ooggggpulat n gromp with 33 libraries being -
_served by professional 11brar1ans king at DuPage, ‘North Suburban and Sub-'

"~ urban together they indicated” they hﬁ&e 30 libraries”in\the category with 21
profess10na1 Iibrarians; and would need 11 more professlon librarians to meet .
the standard. - In the 26 tibraries in. the other systems there are 12 professional”
librarians and a need “for ]4 more to meét tentative standards. Altogether there
is a need for 25‘add1tlona1 profess1ona1 librarians 'in that population group.'
to have at least. one professional in each Jribrary. Tt seems highly improbable '

. that shared stafflng under its present giidelines could help 'very much to fill'
., -the gap. However, the specific libraries should ‘be queried about the1r plans for

N - . . a + -
: r
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having. professlonal staff members and what Lsslstance might "help them move in °
~ that direction. A concerted effort on the part of the systems to review the
. present. manpower programs in their libraries and to explore varlous)long range
- posslb111t1es for meetlng the obJect1ves .appears to be needed
T\-‘-

- The log1ca§4follow up question is: what personnel needs ef-libraries in’

A 2 .

N

T, other population categories might the Shared Staffing Program meet? The lib-
' )“ raries themselves+have already approached that questlon by subm1ttrng proposals )
<which were" acceptéd v ) . o

The,populatlon categories of the libraries involved'are:

L . 75,000 - 9,999 - 2
. ~ 10,000 - 24,999 - 9 ,, .
v o ‘25, 000'~ ovér - 4 . - N o , Ca
. . \ o Q ’ .

Yhe progects illustrate several patterns of cooperatlon am0ng 11brar1es
of different sizes and they have been able to reach agreement: on the decisions
~ which must be made when libraries are embarking on a new pattern of operation.
e A possible change to be considered is to offer the program to a limited number .
‘ of public libraries in large populatlon categories which can prove.a need for
adding a professlonalastaff position whic¢h they cannot fund in -their present
' * :budget, -but which-they can justify and plan to include in the budget in four
o years. The same requ1rements for sharing the staff member with another 11brary
. - would apply and the ° same benef1ts accrye from the cooperat1ve programs.
- At this t1me the Shared Staff1ng Program is just gett1ng started 'in
Il¥Hinois but the ev1dence seems to show that the State Library should continué
the program for at 1 ast three-five more years under" revised, guidelines and
with a maximum of five programs each year:: The result would mean an additional
% 15 to 25 professional librarians working in filinois-Public Libraries at an
estimated cost to the State Library of $20, dbo ‘per program or $300,000 to
$500, 000 over a three to five. year perlod)
N o . )
. o Four questlons were raised in. the outllﬂb prepared for the- hared Staff1ng
A . . Policy Rev1ew wh1ch should Be answered though br1ef1y at thls time.

P

Lot L. ‘Have the present programs met their prOposed obJectlves’
o It is premature to answer thls question except partlally for the two
programs initially funded in 1975 in the DuPage Library System.

These two projects, 1n thelr.thlrd ear and both with raéher recently
, appointed new shared stgffers, had well defined objectives, carefully out-
. lined programs, regular*reporting of activities with a real € fort at
. evaluation in terms of the objectives and very cooperative liBrary staffs
and boards. The proposal .showed the results of careful joint planning from
.+ .. the beg1nn1ng with. system personnel and the state 11brary consultant assigned
R to the program. . “

/! . :
. o There is positive documented evidence, ‘particularly in the cooperative
reference program that the or&glnal objectives are being metand that the
program will continue. Although in the.Tri-City Homebound Project, one
»  library may decide not to continue to participate im the cooperat1ve program
o , . - o LA D

) .- .
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"after the t@ ee years are completed, the major objectives of that project
will have béen met also, and there is a real possibility that two ef the
libraries"will continue to work together. ' They may well have demonstrated
that the moﬂ% effective programs will include only two 11brar1es, not
three. i _ .
‘- : , o
) ‘One exciting result of the cooperat1ve reference progr which was not
emphasized in the objectives but which is one of thé most yaluable outcomes
. has been the benefits to the library staff members in the two libraries.
Planned, practical in-service training had been included ag an element and
has been carefully carried out. In addition, ther% has been exchange of
staff members béetween the two libraries and regular joint staff meetings.
There has been the 1earn1ng to plan together for greater use of resources
in the twq libraries and in the System and the beginning of discussion o€
additional ways in which the two libraries may c00perate in order to 1mprove
library service in both communities.

. Ideally any new proposal should 1nc1ude plans for cooperdtion beyond
the use of one staff§ person, e. g., joint training programs; joint use of -
facilities; joint nefource sharing.or other such programs. Such plans
will ultxmately renhlt in moving ‘toward, the major objective of improving
public 11brary serv1ce in Illinois through development of larger units of -

. service, . . o ‘ .
' 2. Have effective criteria for evaluatlon beencestabllshed by the 11brar1es
now part1c1pat1ng7 ‘ - ' ' '

In ‘reviewing all the proposals, one discovers qu1te a variance among
the plans forj@valuation. Each pr03ect 1ncIuded monthly statistical. reportin
for the libraries and quarterly. statlst1cal and narrative reports for the §~\
libraries, systems and the State L1brary with the fourth quarterly. report
serving as the annua1 report. This amount of reportlng was established in ~'
the gu1de11nes : . : . S

e
1 : A

. Beyond this there is, variation in -the descr1ptlon of. the procedures to
be followed in deveIoplng the reports. In all,.the Shared Staffer is res-
+ ponsible’ for the monthly reporty but beyond that depending upon- the pro-
posal, there may be in-put at different times by thée librarians, library
~ staff, system liaison, library board and/or 11brary users in the quarterly
and annual reports. s e : .
s In some, evaluation of the staffer's performance, using regular personne1
performance measures, is proposed as-the major evaluation technigue. In
‘others,.very careful questions have been designed to reglster\:n measufe

. ' , changes occurlng as a result of the program e

, : . .
: - When the program was*announceﬂ or1g1na1~,, the expectation was that the
o - State Library would provide uniform reporting-and evaluation.forms and
procedures. As this has not yet been done,-the question of what and how
the State Library wanted reports and evaluations prepared has been a question.
for each program to tackle 1nd1v1dua11y It has resulted in much dupllcatlon
of effort and prohably wasted time. e .




“to the 11brary profess1on at 1arge

.continued a@s a portion of the State Library
‘There are suggestions for change .and amplification of the. guidelines but

A

Personnel in the programs have requested that the S%ate Library assist
them by providing more guidance on evaluation. It seems that approaching
this matter with . the asslstance of the systems and the Jlbrarlans.and devel-
oping uniform guidelifes and procedures would be a most helpful additibn “to

e present programs and any future ones~wh1ch may be funded

several of t libraries may wish to meview their obiectives as well as their
evaluation criteria and techniques in ozﬂer to more easily carry out .their
reporting and evaluatlon responsibiliti A useful “approach would besto

R
As evaLQ;;:on is ordinarily closely ﬂied to measureable objectivesb-s

-prioritize the obJectlves and determine the logical time when, they "could -

be met--in the first, second or thlrd year of the prOJect Evaluation is
the ‘'most d1ff1cu1t element in any pro gram so whatever is designed‘and tried
out in the“projects will prove very uSeful to the libraries in Illinois and

-

3. Will it be possible to separate those 11brar1es wh1ch meet- the program
criteria from those wh1ch do not?
. S
"In re1at10n to the present funded programs, it w111 pe poss1b1e to review

.each program at the end of” each yeaz\af operation and to determine how well

it.is meeting the program criteria but in order to do so, the specific
procedures to be used must be set up by the State L1brary and reviewed with

the systems and libraries. At this time, no such review is included in the

guidelines so it might be difficult to initiate it However, for future .
projects such a review could be added ‘to the State L1brary s respons1b111t1es
1f it seemed necessary.: o

/7

4. Should the basic program be continued as it is or should changes in
obJectlves and guidelines be made7 ' . -, : .
‘ i .
{
From the prOgram personnel and ‘the system there is. strong support of

the basic’ concept of the shared staffing pro ﬁ' and that it should be
power Development Program.

basically the objectives are sound and manageable with only one minor ~
chkange indicated. That change is in-objective one and cons1derat10n of

the addltlon of the following words to it may bhe_decivahla- .
- or'where the need for additional professional staff has ‘been \

established but can be met only through cooperative shared Stafflng

Suggestlons for changes in the,éuldellnes will be indicated under-
recommendations. B . - -

» ) ) )
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3. SUMMARY OF OUESTIONNAIRgé
SHARED STAFFING PROGRAMS
« 0\
éﬂhether you are the llbrarlan, shared .staffer, system liaison or trustee,
please respond to the questions which you can answer at this time. The Shared
Staffing Programs are in different stagesgof devuloggent so respond to those
topics which are app11cab1e " (Letter mailed with q estionnaire 10/26/77. See
Appendix F. ) B . o : ‘ :

3 - N .

-
t .
The uest10nna1re on the Shared Staffing Program was mailed in October
to fifteen\ Yibraries and three system headquarters (DuPage, Shawnee, Subprban)
and,replies received from all the persons presently involved in the program.
In October two programs were in their third year, two in' their first year, two
about to begin and one still seeklng a 11brar1an to f111 the shared stafflng
p051t10n

The Kibrarians' rep11es, 1nfluenced by’ length of involvement in the prajects,

N ‘/’prov1ded c fully considered answers and shared their personal and professional
- reactions thp what had been happening since they became 1nvolved in- the program,
1n1tlated the Statf Library, in" 1975" : . ¢ .

S .Besides descr1b1ng the process of develop1ng their proposals, they made‘
'/’3- suggestlons for changes in the guidelinegs which they felt would make it easier .
’ for others to design project proppsals, 31f the program continues, and described
~ the d1ff1cult1es they wene exper1enc1ng#ﬁn carrying out the dvaluation procedures

They were almost unanimous #n their p051t1ve responses to, the question
whether the Shared Staffing Program should be continued as part of the State
< Library Manpower Developme Program and gave very strong.support to its con-

t1nuat 1on
a

I. . Proposal development .

: - It was quite evident that the development of The proposals and the carrying

- out of the prOJect differ in each system. Whatever hllosophy and operating
procedures have beel. established between the local libkaries and the system
headquarters naturally were applled in devéloping the Shared Staffing Projects.
Involvement of the system liaison in the program varied fixom very close contact
in the day-to-day operatlon to what will probably be contact only when a problem
arises or an interpretation of guidelines is ngeded. Continuing advisory and
consultant responsibilities from the system and the State Library in the first
projects undoubtedly added an elgment of strength which should be considered
carefully by the others. During”the projects the system 11aison should serve
as-the link or the channel for communlcatlon between ‘the participating libraries

{\ and;the State Library. i . _ - =~ \

.

- The involvement of the Sgate Library Consultant varied also from attendance
to several planring meetings, board meet1ngs and discussion of the proposals
before submission -to the State Library to. .consultation by telephone only when

needed. o . _ o Z

~
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JLengsh of. time spent on the development of the proposals varied from about
a month to a year. Much of the time-wds spent, of course, in clarifying roles
and responsibilities of the. particxpatlng libraries and coming to-agreement on
practical aspects such as schedules, salaries, fr1nge benefits,.and job descrip-
~ . tions and relating them to library standards and local and system policies. In
all cases.the trustees were: ‘involved from the beginning of the discussions to
“), the offlcxal 51gn1ng of the proyect proposals before they were Sent to the State
Library. oo ‘

“

v The gu1de11nes as. prepared by ‘the State L1brary for the Shared Staffing. Pro:
Pram (see Appendix B) were carefully prepared and used in all projects ds the)
basis for decision making. 'The four broad objectives as-stated were given
minor attention in the proposals.but ‘offered a sound long-term rat10na1e in the
program. : ‘ »

Lo The second portion of the guidelines is. eﬁgted/to the "mechanism'" of the
progfam and required much discussion and tprstant interpretation from the State
Library The Mour parts were: (1) gengfal points applicable to all part1c1-
papts (2) systeﬁ?respon51b111t1es (3 1brary resp0951b111t1es and (4) f1nanc1a1

support . , )

‘ ‘ . _ ’
v ~ The Shdred $taffing Program was deliberately designed to be a flexibly
administeraéd program with the State Library actively involved in a coOnsultant
and adv1sory role.in order to prov1de the needed initial and-on-going contact
-with each project. In the first three projects this advisory and consultant
role was. carried out as planned but“in -the succeedlhg projects, there was much
léss involvement of the State Library consultarit and the proposal needed more

- re-designing and revision as a result A I
\

Most of the questlons which arose dur1ng ‘the writing of the proposals were
because of the lack of specific\statements in the guidelines related to the State
Library's role except for the financial respon51b111ty and the state, respon51b111ty
to receive its qua{\erly and annual reports from the proyects J

Whatever policy and procedural requ1rements the State Library has establlshed
for the projects, they should be outlined specifically in the gu1de11nes All o7
participants would agree that such an addition would be extremely useful. ‘In.
other words there should be a sectunﬁoutllning the State L1brary s role and
responsibilities. ‘ ‘ . . h
, . N
// TIT Implementing the projects . - : - : o

P

& Similar procedures were employed,by all the 11brar1es ih recru1t1ng and
selecting the "shared staffers." Using system newsletters, the State Library
newspaper advertisements, contacting the library education programs, interviewing
at ILA and using word-of-mouth communication were the standard procedures
follow _ o ,
) However, orientation and in-serviee training varied con51derab1y from pro-,
- ject to project. Each shared staffer faced the same situation of becoming * '’
\ iliar 1mmed1ate1yez1th the operations, policies, procedures and regulations

of each library us well as learning about the library's and ‘the project's re-

L)
-lationship to the system and the State L1brary This or1entat10n is_one of
Rt < , : s _-\ .
. - T ’ ) - a2
o , : \f' . . . oo,
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the most demandlng requ1rements for a recent graduate apd beginning profe551onal

* librarian. * The orientations and the 1nserv1ce training nmust be planned very -
thoughtfully and carefully. gestion has been made that in each prOJect
consideration begsgiven to hav1ng 5he shared staffer spend the first week of
the program injone 11brary learnlhg .as much as possible about.it ‘and" then'
spending the spcond week in the other library g01ng through the same procedures
In the third.week, the regular schedule would be put into operation.

L S ot

.
' Learnlng to work with the staff members of both libraries requires. regl
iyity %o inter- -personal relations and to the importance of integrating
"the proje anto the on- g01ng program.of the libraries. ,In order to accom- .

. plish this obj ctlve an in- serv1ce training program involving all staff\members

should be instituted very soon®after the project -begins. Having.the shared

' staffer respgnsible for planning the activity in cooperatlon with the 11brar1ans

and the system.liaison would immediately show the advantage .of hav1ng a.new
staff member and the project itself. R o S e
U51ng the project to'lead to other cooperat1ve efforts between the 11brary

staffs of the participating libraries will result in the grow1ng acceptance of
" the 1mportance and effectiveness of. library cooperatlon 1n 1mprov1ng “library
service for the citizens .in the1r communities. - R .

; : ‘ ' $ -"‘, S LT v
I11. Evaluatlon S o S w:-zyw‘, v '

LN

In the guidelines the requ1rement was - made that monthly statistical re- fl'

porting be done by the shared staffer to the-libraries and. that ‘quarterly i
narrative reports incorporating the statistics be made to the systems and to’
the State Library and that the fourth quarterly report be the annual report

Such reporting procedures were 1ncorpprated in all projects. R .

There was an expectatlon that the State lerary would pro’ uniform/if‘
reporting forms or the projects. When they were not .made availlable, each’,
project staff d eloped its o procedures and. formats and spenf a great deal .
of time doing sd because of an uncertainty as to Eﬂe State Library's specific
desires.. . o Yy - v ) e

_ S - R . ) S

ention was. also made of an omigsion in the section related to the system s

role’ and respon515i11t1es No requirement was included that the system report
regulaﬁly to the State Library on the projects under its jurisdietion.. _Addlng,
such an item would make the reportlng more un1form and complete - S

In the progect proposals, the plaﬁ/for evaluatlon beyond the requlred
reporting varied fwom a few sentences pndlcatlng that the evaluation would be
- of the personal job performance of the shared stafffer rather than of the, pro-‘
.Ject itself, to carefully utlined questions’ to be answered in terms of changes
1n.11brary service attr1buta to the project. ,

- . . C -

’

As in many 51m11ar programs. evaluation.of results .will be d1ff1cult
. because of the lack vf base line data collected at the beg1nn1ng of the pro-
: jects and lack ‘of statements of measurable obiectives which could be examined
at the end of each- year in regular intervals such as the end of each year o

the prOJect R _ I T

-

‘A
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’ Anx1ety about. the on- 501qg and’ final evaulation of the proJects must be{

f " "/ recognized by the State Li rary and more 1551st3nce provlded to all prOJects”/.
on this aSpect ‘of the program N . .
N __l, Recognltlon of. the problem as eXperlenced by several persons respondlng I
- to_the questlonnalreuand a cooperative effort to assist the li arians in <
'504v1ng the problem could be one of the most valuable outcomes<of the Shared
Stafflqg Program. . CoE ,
R 4 , (:’,1/’ . . L . .- ~ b [
- ,IV. Conmlnuatlon of the prOJect o . - . . . ..
. e In requndlng to the, question about the contlnuatlon of the Shared Staffing:

*Program, only one ‘librarian questioned “the" fea51b111ty of 'expecting a beginning
professional librarian to be able to cope with the demands. of the position with
its double -setJAf procedures plus the respon51b111ty of reporting to two admin-
istrators. igggas a realistic comment and must be considered seriously. .On
the other ha the rest of the respondents were very supportive of the conceépt
and, of the potential of the seven funded programs to- accompllsh the objectives

up for them. i R N : -

o Typ1ca1 comments on contlnuation of the Shared Stgfflng Program ‘included
“the following: ‘ .

N o . ‘ v e
= 1. "One of the best program for helping small 11brar1es to contlnue -
work toward- meeting minlmum standards."

N

. . 2. "Idea ‘is excellent--one hope of giving profe551ona1 service -
N . " to the maJorlty of people ‘in Il1linois." 4 : s,

3. “"Contlnue' Contlnue’ Contlnue the Shared Stafflng Projects. ’g

I would apply again if I could find the time and if I did not min

! ~ being.. 'piggy'. about a good thing. ~ Both.the Board and I feel this
way S . S . L

e L 4. 8 thlnk this in one of the bebg_program extant amgng the SL
gt Manpower Development Programs." ‘
) : B .
P . ‘5. '"Committed to continuation." o ‘
o, ”Apparently'd worthwhtle project for a few libraries in the,-
state that can work well together and are geographlcally
close and culturally snﬂ1lar " Y

'

" . b
» EN Ty "

o ) S : e

L
+
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-~ 4. 'RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE SHARED STAFFI\I:JG PROGRAM
N

State Library,

Co #P;X\ As the result .of reV1eW1ng the or1g1nal proposals of the ‘'seven S ‘ ed, Staffing -
o}

‘.

-

[t is clearly established that the Shared Stdffing Program is a s

ects, the data available from the libraries, "the/ systems and t

und ,personnel

. program. carefully designed to meet cértain professional manpawer needs of a

. particular concern was directed to those public libraries in the stat

designated segmem/,of public libraries in IllanIS P : -

Based on_the study of the available data, it is recommegded

d w

(1) That the Shared Staffing Program be continued’as a cbmponent of. -

.« the Library Manpower Development Program of the'Illinois_ SIate-
Y. .*  Lib ary, but that certain revisions be considered for changlng
: the obJectlves and the project u1delines :
/ . )
(2) That the Shared Stafflng Program be 1nc1uded in the State Plan
~ . for at . least three more years (1978-81) with a m?x1mum of five
'programs being funded each’ year. -
(3) That the funding for the Program be continued at the samé level -
- and ratio of f1nanc1a1 support for each project.

(4). That the State lerary encourage each system, unless it has done'
o so since 1975, to study the professional personnel needs of its
iibraries serving 25,000 population or less with the first group
to be studied those 11brar1es serving 5, 000-12,000 and to report
those needs to ‘the State Ribrary in order to develop a co-or-
d1nated approach to meeting prefessional’needs especially in-
relatlon to the Shared Stafflng Program

(5) That the Shared Stafflng Program be related to the PrOJect Plus
Program wherever feasible.

(6)  That the State,lerary Advisory Commlttee review for clarifi-
M cation the<basic assumptions on which the Shared Stafflng Program
was developed and re-affirm or revise.them.

A A ' ’

: A. BASIC CONCERNS AND RELATED QUESTIONS

In the original thinking and ‘discussion about the Shared Staf?in rogram
5“30rv1ng
populations between 5,000 and 10,000. The focus was on those libraries with-
out professional staff and whose further development would be influenced
decidedly by having better professional leadership and by the growth of larger
units of service. It w®s expected that the program would appeal to libraries
with budgets 1nadequate at the present time -to hire d full time professional

oe—--staff-member-but—would-hopefully be adequate to-fill a -part-time-professional-

position at least by the end of the .three year demonstration. v
- j
’ Questions: - o '
; 2 - ‘ %

1. What population basis requires the hiring of a professional librarian?
5,000;.8,000; 10,000; 12,0007
/
J ) . | -
, : -12- 1<
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“What economic resources will assure adequate fund1ng at the end
v . - three years7 : , ' i . . L .
57\ Should .the program contlnue as_a three year program7 or in some cases *
would a two year demonstratlon ‘neet ‘the obJectlves° j .
. _ : , o e
.~ . 4. Should patterns of c00peration between geographically close libraries '
’ -but not meetlng the 5,000-10, 000 populatlon figufe, be encouraged? - .
: 5. -Should a Maximum- size populatlon served be establlshed as acceptable’J
- - ~"' to the program” v 3 ) i - -
l\ . L - Co . o '~ o . T Tt
' It was/felt that the program could prov1de young, profess1onai graduates w1th’
‘leadership and librgry administrative experience. Because the expectation was
- that there would not be professional supervision for the shared staffer at the
- local library level, it was assumed that the system would play an 1mportant
. - role”in helping with the orientation afid development of the professional Com-
» . petence of the shared staffer and would encpurage the person «to attend appro-
-,y -priate training programs within and outslde’the system. In fact funding was ~ _-
- includ@d to .cover costs of such activitjes as professional staff development
Othe prerequisites for’ professienals were recommended for ‘inclusion in the
pi -such as a four weeks vacation perlod Designation of ‘4 staEf liaison person
totwork -closely with the program and the .staff member 1n’§—consu1tant and ad--
--visory capacity was strongly recommended as well as serv1ng ‘as the- 11nk between

. the local 11brar1es and- the State Library.

.'é | - guestlong" o : »“:ab,- .s~ ; ) . R ’ . B
1. Shall the program be used to 1ntroduce ﬂlgher personnel standards ‘

> than the library may have ‘for its present staff? a move toward

meet1ng the personnel standards in Measures for Qua11ty7(
]

2. I there is profess1ona1 staff in the libraries, does that change
the consultant and adv1sory respons1b111t1es of the system 11a1son

in the proJect7

v

In the or1g1na1 framework prov1ded for. the Program,’ the State L1brary Man— -

power consultant was tgo be closely.involved in the development proposals and .

the on-going operation$ of the program in order to .help the libraries and the

systems work withinm the guidelines' which. had been deliberately designed so ,

11brar1es could develop flexible programs to meet their spec1f1c needs ; /-

- The element of the,program which makes it espec1a11y 1mportant to manpoyer j

-development in the state is ﬁﬁé committment by the libraries and" the library. /
‘boards that the position sha}a be developed 4s a professional library: -position. -
with recognition of the 1mportance ;of attempting to meet the personnel stahdards

in Measures for Quality.: v

— . -

[ SV

In other wprds, the program was not planned as' a means for proy1d1ng /
additional personnel in any public library ndr to fund positions in a holqlng
pattern in libraries which had little expectation of assuming the fund1ng/9f

the position at the end of the proJect . PR
: /

/
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- Qgestions : . S E " /‘ \\\~\\,>

:?.ﬁ _ How shall the role of the State L1brary be spelled out to ensure
VAT L e max1mum dusv/y involvement in planning the proj ects and during
P . the demo strapions?. .
7’ ’7 R * ’ ) _‘ ' . : L
C '\2; Whatrfur;her evidence of committment to continuation of the pro-
Y fessional position might be made available by the 11brar1es Ain
the prOJect appllcatlons’ , : .
e ] . oo
. " v ' o
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B. SUGGESTIONS FOR CHANGES TO BE CONSIDERED/4?R THE GUIDELINES- -

-

- 'gutdellnes have been set up to include: (I) Objectives"(iI) Methanisn:
- of Programs (III) Table of Suggested Costs for the Libraries and Systems’ (IV)
" Priorityes: Selectlon of Personnel Grant Requests vy Estimate of .Costs: .. ISL;

.- Systems; Libraries. ¢
, 1., ObJectlves i T s : .
- .. A.. :To improve -the quality of 11brary service in commun1t1es now A

., /-- S }unable to afford profe551onal staff. ‘_ e L
S o \ Comments : Several-of the projects now include libraries which
-« . already have at least one professional staff member so‘the ob- .
> jective as stated has not been followed. However"\thg improve-
ment in library service in each of the partit¢ipating- libraries’
because off the addition of a part time professional librarian 7 .
R _ ‘can be measured and evaluated. To assure that similar e€valuation
Lo - ﬂprocedures se followed in each prOJect the State L1brary and the
PR system liaisons negd to cooperate in the development of more
' \\ adequate evaluatloz’tools and procedures.-, 5, s

- In view of the needs for profe551ona1 11brary personnel
- which have been established by the libraries and that are being
@@t" w - - met through the shared staffing program, the wording ofrthe
‘ obJectlve should be expanded to make more libraries eligible
. for pro1ect grants : :

Recommendatlon “To improve the quality of library serﬁé::
in communities now unable to afford professional staff or
where the need for additional professional staff has ‘been
established but can be met only through cqggeratlve shared -

tafflng

B, To assist libraries in the process of meeting minimum standards
by offerlng 1ncent1ves through spec1al personnel grants '

C e Comments: ‘In reviewing the project proposals clearly stated |
ﬁﬁ;ﬁ; “ . evidence: of the specific and unique needs for,improvement of
R library service in each community is given. ° In almost all the

' ’ libraries, -the impetus provided by having funds available for
' hiring a part time professional staff member is making it~
possible for them to move p051t1ve1y toward meeting minimum °
personnel standardb They are reviewing personnel p011c1es;
“in such areas: as: “the requirement for budgeting staff develop-.
: ment,funds,wrev1eW1ng vacation allowances-and. salary_leﬁéls_,_MGLS;H“_NM
PR - . - and:fringe -benefits. There will be measurable re%ﬁlts in; the.
o ) ~ - libraries involved espec1a11y if the positions.initiated by the .
projects are comblned on a permanent basis.

» : b

°

Recommendatioi;'.None

-15- 4. . , :
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- o . Jo< v . . . . T . ’ .
"~ « C. To establish a basis for cooperative effort with long range . Y
potential‘fbr developiag larger units of library service. . '

e s _Comifients: 'The resulfs of Objective C will be long range but
e ~the effect of the cumulative effort of cooperating to provide ',

o . - one e of library service yill be the first step toward = -
A deve?%%ing workable daylggﬁézy operational relationships and. '~ .
R , o recognyjzing that extens f complete library service will -

' ' * come only when 11brary staff and boards have learned how to-work-
tdgether for, the benefit of "all and within the- framewdrk and
support of the Fibrary system. :

—

s

R - It 'is afost inevitable that the level of service related
" ’ . to the prOJ ct area is going to be raised. What will be ds ' -
- ' tlmportant s how will the project affect the rest of the lib- =~
” rary's sefvices? In the cooperative reference project now in
" its third yeéE:;br instance, there ‘is concrete evidence of the
X _ ositive eff in both libraries beyond reference and the
o : \\fﬁrther benefit of’ look1ng ahedd to additional areas. of cooper-

ation similar to ‘the ong. 1n pperatlon\
/

-~ % '\., e B o ’ '4’)

>

Recommendatlons . . .
1. That a more definite Telatlonshlp be" establlshed between
' the Shared Stafﬁlng Program ‘and the.Projéct Plus Program
, where - feasible .in order to T@lnfonce Objective C. -~
_ v ) 2. ‘That in the project proposals e¥libraries consider ‘
S ' . and include other .practical way of cooperating beyond L
' the service to be" prov1ded coo rat1ve1y . ,

o~

D. To help meet obJect1Ves of the stat

" N ' : . N \‘ﬁ

.long range plan L

.Comments ‘The Shared Staff1ng Program is a-very p051t1ve ef!%rt

- to Help meet the’ long 'range goal which is '"to rinsure that 1i- '
o .- braries have trained staff and informed governing boards. who - \
| ' ! are competent to carry out their functions and who are sen51t1ve 7
o \ " to communlty needs n A
[ ¢ -

In every pro1ect proposal the 11brar1an and the library

- board had-established thé needs of ‘the community which were.not.

~ being met adequately and designed their proposals to insure that
e . . the addition of*a part time professlonal stafffer would help
them meet the recognlzed need So though the percentage of g
. libraries involved is very small, their example will show other
< " libraries how ''to. go and do 11kew1se" for the u1t1mate improve- -

‘ ment of 11brary serv1ce in IlI1nbls )

. "
v

oI Méthanlsm of Program S ' . (///Jf fﬁw" - -
A. General }Q f’ﬂp‘a; ‘ o o . "

Comments: The general parameters outlined” in the gu1de11nes AT
are clearly stated and appedr to need only m1nor change .

- 4

= ] Suggest10n§ .
. 1. In (3), 6add the follow1ng words, "but witthjgpecial consider-,
ation- be1ng given to personnel standards in Measures fBr Quality."
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-C. L1brarx/§espons1 111t1es " _ ' _jd _.j : .

2. 'In (8] to periodic review and revision add the words, "by -
the library. system liaison and the State Library" Manpower

PN - PR 3
~ *

4. _Add number (7): If the program is ffot measurable meet1ng
the ob3ec?1ves>set up-in the acceptedapro1ect proposal ’
when reyiewed.gt the end of yeatr oné and two, there should -t
be establiskeda procedure for d1scont1nu1ng fund1ng for i
\

the: next year. = . .- | L Ly

[

~ B. System ResponsibiLities o E - \ B i

v ~ Y 4
. . N .

~.ently by each system depend1ng @n the policies and relatipnships
between systems and local libraries. Cont1nu1ng supportive and
cooperative part1c1pat10n by the, system staff is essential. System
committment to overall understand1ng of the staff development
.aspect of the program is. extremely 1mportant o

Suggestlons ( N ' \ ' o

1.(2) Expand Stauement to: Agree_;o h;lp train app01ntee and-
assist appointee develop in-service programs for-the staffs

5 of both libraries in the area of the shared staff1ng prOJect

B
b

R

2. (5) Add Act as the 11nk between the lqcal libraries and’
the State Library in interpretation of the guidelines and
report1ng to the State Llﬂiiry annually on each project.

N : _ T o
.

-t .~. G )
Comment.:* The Shared Stafflng Program is des1gned to demonstsgte v
the value of having professional: library leadership and give the -,
library three years to incorporate the half time or full time
position into its budget. It provides a mechanism for cooperat;Ve
activity in one drea of program and prov1des a basis and example >
for planning other cooperative activities and programs betwegen-
the libraries. It gives experience in working within the struc-

atural relationship to the system as a step toward the development

{(of larger units of ‘service. ] _ . .
: N ’ T .,

~

\

’

provide t1me and funds for -attendance -at 3ystem and other t ifing
programs as determ1ned 1n pre11m1nary ‘agreement.
.
géé

2 (5) Add Include plans for cooperatlon on-a brgader base'than

" programs; more effective methods ,staff* utilizatjon.

Comments: The system 11alson role has been 1nterpreted d%fferF ' -

[ Consultant " - . . >
"< 3. Add (6): The obJectlves 1nc1uded n each,projéct should o
» . be rea11st1c and measurable and prlorltlzed for-the three R

' years of ‘the nrOJect _“;v . L ot : N
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\ B T ] T . . o \ )
MR e . -4D.V’St3tefti5rary Responsibilities (insert.asla new item) X N
o . : roras ‘ | - S R .

‘Comments: The Shared Staffy ng Program was de11berate1y designed -
to be a flexibly administeréd program so the State Library Man-

-I e ' *. power Consultant was to be involved closely in the development
o k . of each proposal and to serve as an~adv1sory consultant during
S . the demonstratlon projects, ' w o -
. /7 ., 4 . . PN . T . ’ '
L Suggestions: oo -
IR ‘ - £ 1. .Work with the libraries and systems in the development of T
SR __M/ - ~ the project proposals by c1ar1fy1ng the guidelines and™ top S
N R S contlnue to serve as an advisory consultant :to ‘each funded
SRR R TR s prOJect durlng its cont1nuatlon. ’ L.
e YT 2., Rece1ve quarterly and annual reports from each Shared Staff1ng
v - '.ﬁ:y’nproject and respond té.them with suggestlons d
o T ,?§'f_f 3. Provide repoft1ng and evaluAtlon forms and procedures to'be
.1v.;ﬁﬂ N o, used by eachﬁprOJect } . : .
e 4, Prov1de a statement’ of' thegstate 11brary s bas1c decisions/
S o _‘on projects and" standards whlch apply to the Shared Stafflng
’7‘ " N T Program o o "_»’» ’1 . .
P (formerly D) F1nanC1a1 Support - ‘ o
W ' S& f'” Comment no changes ‘suggested. N
oy '
' v-IIﬁ;. Table of Suggested Costs o ' ' -
: N0 ‘comments or suggestlons ﬂ (;;‘

’ IY} Pr10r1t1es:~ Selectlon of personnel grant requests

» , )
4 B . <
. . - . PR

j Al Suggested ranking (no changes) o i ' : S
$ i ‘“;'B;; Other considerations :
: . & . T N . 5 4 . .
1. No change . | _f?. ' : . . S

! - App01ntee on system staf and payroll f1rst two years -or most
i o - feasible arrangement for\all concérned. . |
V. Estimate of Costs -=.no chagges o | " o

I o ' R , .-

4 - ‘ S
, , ' ’ o , R b
. . \ ' i
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= ILLINOIS STATE-LIBRARY - .
o +'" SHARED STAGFING PROGRAM POLICY-REVIEW

S _ ABSTRACT I

’ . e A \/‘ a

- .
e ~ “

At ats June meet1ng the IL11n01s State L1brary Adv1sory Commlttee

\ L

.
,, i
S ~, ,

requested a program review of the Shared- Stafflng rogram and new
gu1de11nes fox-ﬁngprogram \“To accompllsh a complete review the

. Yo - 2
:erv1€55 of'M1ss Mur1e1 L. Fuller\of the éplverS1ty of'W1scon51n

" are to be ut111zed to prov1de a report and recommendatlons on the s

two phases of study requlred for a compdeté reply %hey w111

1nc1ude Phase I: The presently operating . programs and the1r
v .' R « .
evaluation with recommendations:~ Phase IT, suggested mod1f1cat10ns

~

4

. and recommendatlons for 51m11ar/ fferent programs to balance the
: M

.needs of libraries serv1ng populatlons of under ten thousand, which

-

represent over seventy percent of the libraries in the state.

. .o . . 7
s ) T .

In examining the-"latt®r group, factors such as education, apPropriate °

funding; alternate programs will:be considered .The second report

on Phase IT, W111 a1so 1ncorporate integrated aspects of Phase I,

\ ~

in a f1 al coord1nated report for a total p(ogram The prOJected
. v : . -

cost of the program would be $6086.00. N, .

T =20-
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SR N |  SHARED STAFFING: , GUIDELINES s -

. ) . . . ¥ ] - ‘r,/

I. -OBJECTIVES: T e .

. :\) ' - M L. T _
- A, ‘To improve the quality-of library service in communities now .t .
unable to afford profe551ona1 staff; - : o T .
@ : N ) ; '

. B. To -assist Dbraries in the process of meeting m1n1mum standards ) -
. )% offerlng 1ncent1ve through spec1a1 pérsonnel grants Y ‘

’ ‘j C. Tq estabLJsh a ba51s “for cooperaglve efforﬁ w1th ;ong‘range -

‘)— ,A . potentlal for develop1ng larger onlts of lnbrary Sexylce, 4 )
’ D. To help meet obJedtlve&-of the State Long Range Plan o h '(“1-5- .
II., MECHANISM OF PROGRAM: L S
. - . ) ’ R '\-.}
A.. General' I U S .

./ ¢

-1: The Illlnpls State L1brary and the approprtate system and -
the llbgarles involved will allocate funds to the support

of new professlonal positions.

2. Thesé pOSlthHS W111 be supported on a descendlng scale
' by the Illinois State L1brary /The combined system - °
11brary share will incréase at{the same tlﬁe The prec1se‘° ’
breakdown of the system - library” share will be determined ‘
by the agencies concerned. The final responslblllty for
financial support will rest with the library, unless
o "position is permanently shared with system and 11brary_or {
g vlierarles . (For percents see Financial Suppert, § ) :

3. “App01ntees must have a profe551ona1 degree from an accred- -
- ited Alibrary 'school as a minimum, and other exper1ence '
and background as required by participating agencies.
These qualifications should meet system and local standards
. . for salary; benefits; vacations and training. : '

- 4.  The area served by the professional must be large enough

for continuing fiscal support on a permanent basis; should

have a minimum-population of.5,000; and the full _support D
~ of the system and library boards as conf1rmed in"a written

- agreement. C o R

-The appointee should be able to report to a representative . v
of each library and a system liaison person. Schedule, o
duties and program should be c1ear1y defined in advance,
and subJect to periodic review and revision.

B. System Respon51b111t1es " ) v L >,

wi

v

.The system, in cooperatlon w1th the 1111n01s State L1brary would

- 1. Concur in the level of tra1n1ng, experience, requ1red work

1 - . N

. ' - ] - '_21.?.' .
Q ' L - R . Z5
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o
2
D.
P «
;-
- »

//jlth 11brary represen at1ves on salary, training Oppdf:

. 0T ’ .-
.~ Agree to help train appointee;'

-
.
4 -

unities; benefits; a . progran plan for- each of the
dibraries participating; - :

Wor with 11brar1es in developlng schedules\apﬁ othjg )
e-

_administrative details and in developing™a 1ornt ag

ment on percentage of costs to be“hprn by edch organiza-
tian; : ' .

[

LI o= .
Act as the agency for d1spersa1 of funds and for

reconciliation of’ tQ\f?lttsaln adm1n1strat1qn.
™~ P

L1brary Respons1b111fies o o I
/ o o

‘Each of the participating libfaries wduld . N

1.

Provide partial. support for th years in conjunction \
with the system, and then maintdin an agreed upon minimum
support until or if full support. of t&e-posltlon would

‘be possible; o , .

Share these benefit and salary costs as participants in
the program with the system and/other library/libraries;

: Q . . ‘ : ~
Agree to help, train appointee by support for attendance -
at system and other tra1n1n2 programs as determined in

'pre11m1nary agreement

fFlnd replacement for.the pos1t10n if ‘the’ or1g1na1 app01ntee
should leaye AR .

.

Financial Support: = . o

. System

Salaries must be competitive with system and area salaries;

N

'brary (rps) will determine what percentage of

salary, penefits and increases each will bear,
. . DL

Overall ratios are:

Il1ljnois State Library & System § Libraries

Ist: E 60% (sixty percent)- S, * 40% (forty percent)
2nd: (flfty percent) - 59@ (fifty perCent)
3rd: (ﬁkenty le; ") "‘ o : (seventy five ”)
VZth: : O%' (no\suppoxf) . 1006 (total support)

' R | - ) . ,—\ b

-
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oS @ f ' o -
’ /] : by
o III. Table of Suggest d Costs for the L1brar1es and System ~ (based ,
‘ 'gn a salary 0f\$10.000 for the posltion) ' R )
| e . L e . -
IV. pPrierities: Selection. of personnél “grant requelsts: - . RN
v . -~ . C N ~ ) ‘ N * .
3 - : . . -
A. . Suggested ranking: LT Yo
w0 . 1. "Rural libraries ~ 1~ ST L '_“,
- - I ¢ cooN T o - )\ .
o 5 _o2: Rural-urban/suburban 1ibraries’ i L A e
a _ . T = L - ) \ "a s
' T ' 8 . . I,
. 3. Mun1c1pa1 11braraes o - N
~ ) B B
~ B. Other Conslderatlons T A 1 "
. , C . et ','f
1. ;No mare than one annual grant in anx system area, a7
7 - .unless no other requests received; . VAR
2. No more than six grants for the f1rst pro;ect ;
. /7
. )’e‘ar, ) . . . - L LA : / h e
. . 1 N
"30 App01ntee on system-staff and payroll f1rst two. /.
¥

years; assignment to 11brary at end ~of gecond .
year. < : ‘

. . ‘ : 9 -~
V. Estimate of Cosgs ISL; Systems. Librariést\{Using Base Salary

of $10,000 and show1ng optlbns for two and three-library part101pat10n
programs) 3 : : :

‘M.D. Quint

P
2/27/74
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_ ..\ BATAVIA, GENEVA AND.ST. ®HARLES - _ A S
- e -~ SHARED STAFFING PROJECT . . PEE
. TRI-CITY HOMEBOUND SERVICE - U aN T
- N ABSTRACT T A S
) ‘ - . B S e . e
This proposal is for a shared staffing grant to furnish library serV1pe to v

opulatlon Served by the, three townsﬁlp libraries, ﬁataV1a4~GeneVa,,a d St P
- *Charles, w;ll be partgslpants in the project. It is“ngt—possible, under
~ - existdhg circumstances of 11m1ted funding and. separate tafflng, to furnlsh -
1n.§?pth service to those people- yho are: either tempo rily or-permanently
*han 1capp¢d A cooperatlve endeavor with suppleme tary“fﬂna&ng"wou .be,.

0 those handlcapped people who cannot use the dibrary in-a normgl fashion. ;_The- /ﬁ‘//:.

\
- ’

N benefaqgal ta, the three communntles «and would serv as.a usegpI ‘model. fot R
, future programs ﬁ» _ Lo et . e N ‘fﬁtzd‘
4 ' oL . ) A3 * Ly L.
- $ . . L SRR, L DuPage L1bra%y System L
. . N s > . . . c -~ « a )’ 1 . ﬁb?
. S0 e NARe «w Z’. . SN "‘*,?A.; e

" POPLAR CREEK AND ROSELLE- LIBRARY QISTRICTS
' SHARED STAFFING'PROJECT . : . B
COOPERATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE e ‘ e e

K_.p"
—
-
-
s
.
\

- ' SR \} ABSTRACT | . P

~ These two adjacent libraries are serving rapidly growing. commun1t1es W1th 3
increasingly sophisticated information needs. Financial constraints pre- A
clude the separaté operatiom of specialized,-in-depth, ready. réference - .
‘departments. This project would prOV1de through gradually descending . - ‘ .
Illinois State Library and DuPage’Library System fundlng and op-going ad-
m1n15trat1Ve support, ‘a- professxonal reference librarian’ to coordlnate the . -

_staffs, resources., and programs of. the two librakies. Benefits include - - \‘:'
greatly 1mproved reference service, effective complementary subject develop- . ‘ *>paa
ment and use of materlals, a more. soph15t1cated°use of the DyPage Library Lo
System Reference and Interlibrary L&an Department arid a.model. for local - . N
shared library services, The reference:-librarian ﬁ%ﬁld also expand the~ B ) A
libraries', publlc relatlons programs and commun1ty coytacts- B , I S
.- o A . & W L " s, b )
. - ' , o T o Sy DuPage Library System ..
B o oL o \~ A - 1975 o
. : g - “o . - L o0
T ' - ‘v a\ ‘
’ . -
DLS . . ) . \? % /
2/75 B ~ RN ’
I .
iE - | .
t & : % . )
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e | :4 BERKELEY AND ELMHURST - X
‘ - SHARED STAFFING PROJECT
ADMINISTRATION/ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
© mBSTRACT -~ . - i

\

. Berkeley, a village library serving approximately 6,500 people, would 1iké
to employ a professional librarian’as its administrator. Even if this board
could hirega full-timg librarian, the budget would 1limit them to a "beginner"
whom ‘thef'would prebably have difficulty retaining over two or three years.
Elmhurst, a city library serving about 50,000 people, has the need of admin-
*istrative assistance within the librarian's office. -~ S
Both library boards.have agreed to try sharing a librarian--- a head librarian
. for Berkeley, an administrative assistant -for Elmhurst. The project would
begin on a 50/50 basis, but will be reviewed year by year by  both libraries.
~ Because Elmhurst Library has-estabkished policies governipg full-time pro-
fessional librarians, the projeét librarian would .be pla€ed on Elmhurst's . .
‘payroll. This project would enable ‘Berkeley 4o hire_sOmeone'With prior
library experience and would provide -the Elmhugst librarian with professional
. help. The project librarian would receive a broad ‘range of experience with a’

lfaVy concentrétio? in administrative problems,- truly a position with infinite
i . . ° T -

’.;».I¥ /) L . Suburban. Library System
e f S T
. ' BRIDGEVIEW AND SOUTH STICKNEY s

e SHARED STAFFING PROJECT | o
. INFORMATION SERVICES R

* ABSTRACT. ; _ R o

These two adjacent libraries feel a strong need for leadership and expertise - °
. in the area of information services. Neither can afford a‘full-time highly
_experienced public librarian who can devote the entire’workday to developing
and coordinating information service for their library." To share such a
position seems propitiou this time. Both libraries'have staff members
now assigned to informa services who would welcome such a coordinator.
'This cooperative endeavor with ‘supplementary funding would b& dixmgctly bene-
‘ficial 'to these two libraries located in Bridgeview-and Burbank, IMlinois, -
“"and would indirectly benefit®their '"publics’. ‘
- S N e
: ' - , - Suburban Library jSystem

. . | IR ' , LN 1977
o = . ~.
LA GRANGE AND LA GRANGE PARK e
SHARED STAFFING PBOJECT _
CHILDREN'S SERVICES . S -

5 ABS{TRACT

R

A

These two:adjaceﬁt libraries serving "twin" villages each have the neéd-
for a half-time children's librarian -- one to initiate children's services,

the other to bolster its present children's program, Not only would this
project. enable each library to have a professional librarian with previous
children's experience fill the immediate need but-it would alsojoffer the

. opportunity to coordinate the childfén's program between both oytlets, an ¢
expressed desire of both ‘liprary boards. This cooperative engedvor with ’
supplémentary funding would be directly beneficial to these t%o}communities Pl
and- could possibly serve as a useful model for future programs. .

Lo 5 - 5‘_ e .,' A ) .
. 2 o Suburban, Library SQ\Vlce‘

« A
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- SAUK VILLAGE AND STEGER/SOUTH CHICAGO HEIGHTS
’ SHARED STAFFING PROJECT
CHILDREN'S SERVICES

ABSTRACT
S i

These two library districts f1nd themselves in 'the position of rece1v1ng
less income in their upcoming fiscal year than they received in their pre—
sent fiscal 'year. Sauk Village, a library distrjct established.in 1972,
will come to the end of a two- -year CETA grant June 30, 1977; Steger South
Chicago ‘Heights, a prfoject PLUS library established by. referendum in 1975.
will come to the end of the System's contribution to the PLUS library

Cev

June 30, 1977.- (Both of the libraries are presently receiving equaldization
aid-and both are taxing at the1r maximum. ) :
‘Because of the supplementary 1ncomes received at present, both 11brarr%s
+ presently employ professional librarians as their head librarians as' well*
‘as .professional assistant librarians. As of July 1, neither will be able
to continue ‘the positions of assistant/children’'s 11bran1an For this reason
both librarians and both. boards have agreed to request Shared Staffing funds
to hire a children's librarian to serve both libraries. This project would
offer the opportunity to coordinate the children's program between both out-
“lets. This cooperative endeavor would be immediately beneficial to these
two districts; it may also serve as a model for future shared programs such
as reference, adult services, etc., between these &{o districts which are
. physically separated at present by a ‘two- m11e,str1p of unincorporated area.
, . N .
‘Suburban Library System
1977

A\ .CARBONDALE AND MARION '
| SHARED STAFFING PROJECT . :
COMMUNITY SERVICE/TECHNICAL SERVICE -

5 -? %7” . ABSTRACT
o _ L . | |
A shared stafflng proposal to prov1de a half time communlty services

‘librarian fpr the Carbondale Public Library and a half-time’ ‘technical
serV1ces\/ybrar1an for the Marlon Carnegle Library. ,

< t
’

e
LN

Shawnee Lihrary System
1977 '

4 . ' .
s . - C 9N
) O
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ILLINOIS PUBLIC LIBRARfESfBYjPOPULAfION SERVED

o )

: B A B e SMe 10 5,00-  Over .
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L | ' ‘ “ILLINOIS STATE LIBRARY , Y
” ' STATUS OF APPROVED ACTIVE/SHARED STAFFING PROGRAMS " K
DATE  SYSTEMS AND LIBRARIES \ POPULATIQM TYPEOF  ISL  SYSTEM. LOCAL FUNDING - TAX  STAFF
| o - SERVED POSITION FUNDING ~ FUNDING  1-3 yrs., 4th yr. RATE  FIE
1975 (1) DuPage Library Ssten o o | | | o
) Poplar Creek Public Library Dist. 37,160 ~ Reference $18,343 $3,820  §8,058 '$6,868  (.15) 11.2
Librarian; Marlene Deuel | Service S o
Shared Staffer: Anders . Dahlgren | ;
~ Systen Liaison: Michael McCaslin - | : T
~ Roselle Public Library District 10,213 -+ - 88,058 $6,868  (.154)° 5.2
Librarian: Beverly Pekarek o | |
(1975 (2) DuPage Library Systen | | - ‘ o
“‘Batavia Public Library District. 13,318 = Outreach/ §20,249 43546 - 86,883 5,434  (.15) 5.1
Librarian: Sarah J. Bast Homebound . I
Shared Staffer; Susam Glad " Service
System Liaison: Richard Shurnan ) o . o EURE
Geneva Public Library District 10,787 §6,883  §5,434 - (.20) 0 9.2
~Librarian Ruth §. Nicholds - ¢ ‘ o
~ St. Charles Public Libragy (twp) 20,352 §6,883 §5,43¢ (133 1.7
) - Librarian: Tois V. Miller ' \ a |
» C ' A
- (3) Shawnee Library Systen ‘g\; o . a o
Carbondale Public Library - 26,857  Comunity $16,710 §3.498  §7,389 $6,2025. (.144) 8.2
Librarian: Charles Perdue *; £ Information/ : B
Shared Staffer: Judy M111er | Technical ,
" System Liaison: James A, Ubel . . Service n o
- “Marion, Carnegie Library . 1&;}76 o §7,389. $6,202 (.0} 4.3
 Librarian: Ronald D. Reed > |
~(4) Suburban Library System - . . |
- Berkeley Public Libraty - 6,152, Adninistra-§21,395 (§4,476 «§9,443 $8,05  (.23) 2.8
| Librarian/Shared Staffer i . tim (\ e
’ tobe appointed . ‘
‘wmmanEmmmmma A ‘ S .
Elmhurst Public Library - 48,887 . §9,443 §8,095  (.198) 29.3
L1brar1an Lawrence Iodsen | R
[ ) Suburban L1brary System ‘,séj A SRR ‘ ‘ \\\ ’ o
' Br1dgev1ew Public berary 13 495 Informatlon $29 733, $4,348‘ 49,194 $7.847 - (L10) 7.2
~Tibrarian: Joane Hojeik: - .‘; rService L “o
. Shared Staffer Bonnie, Andersoh fjﬁ;‘?,~t\}\j', | o
~ h- Sysﬁem Llaxson Ellzabeth N&ellgg :;“ = 3%3 W ;




POPULATION TYPE OF ISl
POSITION FUNDING RUNDING - 1-3 ys,,

- SYSTEN hOCAL FUNDING A CSTAFF
FIE

Jth . RATE

W SYSTENS AND LIBRARIES
| SERVED

(5) Continved . '
South Stlckney blic L1br__1{f ‘ 32 047
: Dlstrlct -
ey’

L1brar1an EllZ
(6) Suburban lerary System

* JaGrange Public Library District
Librarian; Stephen L, Moakﬁl

. Shared Staffer: Margare% 055
Systen Liaison: Elizabeth Muller
- laGrange Park Public Library Dist. 15,495
“Librarian: Anne Dunican - S

17,814

',('

| 0 Suburban Library Systen .

Sauk Village Public Library Dist,
Librarian: gJack U, Hurwitz
Shared Staffer:" Gail (lson-
mmwmmlhummmma
“Steger/South Chicago eights 14,208
Public Library District o
L1brar1an Phyllis Woodword
‘

.

o

* Children's $18,731 '

2 $9,194‘ $7,s47| (15). 84

N

b Sy "‘v . ,
B , ) ‘ v
4 " . ' :

g0 B0 g,

S W
(.1%9) 16.6.

Services .
o ‘ ' \

v oo
48,340. 47,219

B 60 (1) 1

$4,191

Childven's $19,968

Services* | |
» ."‘ .

R R ¥




Illinois State Library

: - .~ Share¢ Staffing ReView Project - ° : '
j,\‘ 'I . “" . ) / ) . ) R . ’ ) '
. : -‘ . . : N
- \
_ | ’ @
LT T . oo
N S co E ~ October 26, 1977
O ’ S 1 | S ‘ { '
. : lu = ; ) : 5
. T Ee . -

(’ Y. . . b ‘ ) l\

I am wr1t1ng to. you in relation to the Illinois State Library .
Shared StaffingsRev1ew Project for,two reasons. First, I want to thhnk
you very much for spending time wE ‘Mary Quint and me so that I could
get background information ‘on your program. r\%gpreC1ated that and =~ +
enJoyed the visit to your library. .

-Second is a request that -you take time to fill in the attached
questlonnalre and send it to me by November 7~\“It will give me your
- own_very valuable comments on the program so that we have-as complete
a picture ‘as possible as a basis for the report to the State Library -
_ Advisory Committee. The staff needs a. prelimlnary report by November
18 and the Commlttee by December 7. :

. g ' T ‘
B T have enclosed a stamped addressed envelope for the return. = -
» . Please be frank and honest’ 1n your reply and your suggestlons on con- .(
t1nuat1on and/or change will“be most helpful T AN
' | | EY ’\)

- . - ’ _ @Slncerely, .
C ' ' ‘ - - . ’ va -

. ‘. " g

Y. .~ 7 Muriel L. Fuller ‘
. - Project Consultant.

e . . 1347 North Wingra Drive

§ _ ‘Madison, WI 53715 '

. ) A Letter and questiGﬁﬁai:e,sent
) ‘ : £ . 7 to all participants in
- - R ' , : Shared ‘Staffing Programs.
7R j — _
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| : ILLINOIS :STATE LIBRARY
o . SHARED STAFFING PROJECT REVIEW

To: Local lipparies and library systems in the Shared ’ o : oo
i Staffi Pro;ect o

Fromi Muriel L. Fuller, Pro;ect Rev1ew Consultant ~

In order to gather the background information that will g1ve us . a sound
‘basis for. eva1uat1ng the effectiveness of the Shared Staffing Pro;eét and to get
.ideas and suggestions for 1mproving it, if the Project ctontinues, we are asking
that you use the\out11ne of topics and questions as gu1de11nes for descr1b1ng L
your project. .

Whether you are the 11bfarlan, shaved staffer, system 11alson or trustee,

please respond to- the questions which you can. answer at this time. The programs ~ :
are in different stages of development.so respond ‘to those topics wh1ch are ‘ :
.app11cab1e. Use the questions as a basis for your responses. , o
: | S - —

"We are asklng you to do this immediately so we will have the benefit of
your responses to include as one element in the report to the State Library and
the Advisory Committee. We will not 1dent1fy your library or system speC1f1ca11y

Thank you veryvmuch for your help. -

o

1. Proposal Development L B o

g -

In the Shared Staffing Project there have beer three part1es involved:
~~ local libraries, system staff and the State L1brary fe interested in
hearing about the process which was followed .in the de opment of the pro-
o posal Here are some questlons wh1ch may help you review that process

(1) What weré the role and respons1b111t1es of the/local library and
trustees? the Library System? the State Library? _ -

Who' initiated the idea of shared staffing in the libraries?
Who was involved in the planning of the proposal? .
What difficulties had to be resolved? How long was the. pro-

~ posal discussed.and by whom before submission? -
When and how was xhe board. involved?
How was the decision made on what position should be proposed’
What \objectives were set up for the project? - ‘
How Was the System 11alson person invotved in the proposal _ +

development? .

What responsibilities did the System handle? _
. How was the State Library involved in the proposal development’ ‘

1(2) Were the State Library's guidelines for preparing the shared = . L.
staffing proposal clearly stated or not? If not, what suggestlons
do you have:for improving them? N

9. ’ '31'3() ‘
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imp}eménting the Prgject :,y' . o . >' ) -.‘ o _ L

. r' Bl

We are interested again in process and in your suggestlons for changing

“and imprOV1ng the pragram.

(1) Selectlon of staff memherw*

;How'was the job description developed? .Who was involved? ,j )
How was the staff member recruited? What changes would you suggest?:
(2) On the job. . - e ’
o )
. What-process was followed in the orientation of the staff member in
. the two librariés? Any problems in carrying out the schedule? How -
. 7 resolved? . - e ¢ -

© -
)

Evaluation ) - . o

~What criteria have you set up'for evaluating. the effect1veness of
- the project? Who is involved in the evaluation process’ What'
changes do you suggest?

e

Continuation _of the Project

What fOIIOW*up*Or cont1nuat10n do you see as a p0551b111ty for your'

.own library or system? -
a

‘What is your recommenddation on eontihuing\the Shared_StaffingrP}oject
as one aspect of the State Library's Manpower Development Program?

-32- o o
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" From: Muriel L. Fuller, Consultant

=

' : C ' S T }
o f' © ' PRELIMINARY SUMMARY. | ! : R ; .
' . OF o i
PROGRAM POLICY REVIEW OF SHAR7D STAFFING PROGRAM AR
\ . v . _ . / v N N
Tg%‘ Illinois State Library AdVisory Commjttee

> ' o , .
® ' ) . ’ N ‘

In October, 1977 Phase I of the program review of the Shared Staffing Program
began with a series of meetings at the headquarters of the DuPage, Shawnee and |

. Suburban Library. SystEms for the personnel who are involved in the seven Shared
Staffing ProJects which have been funded by the Illifois State Library (1975-77).

There were librarians from 14 of the 15 libraries, four shared staffers, five

system liaisons, the State Library Consultant &nd the Program Review qusultantx

‘1nV01Ved in a Teview of the projects. Following the system meet ngs a field
visit was made to.each library in order to meet other 1library staff members and

»

. to see the1r facilities and resources. o,

% N -

,On October 26 a quest1onna1re was mailed to each person now involved in ~
the Program From the responses many useful comments have been incorporated
in the full‘'report on Phase I. They described the process of developing their
project proposals, made suggestions for changes in the guidelines which would
enable others to design proposals more easily;, and described the difficulties
they were having with the matter of evaluation: They expressed strong support
of the continuation of ‘the Shared Staffing Program as an extremely important T

'element in the Manpower Development Program for, pub11c libraries in Illinois.

o

Because there is very limited experience with the projects at this t1me
(two began in 1975 and the other five were funded in 1977), it is difficudt to
assess the real long range effectiveness of the shared staffing concept -except :
in the two programs in the DuPage L1brary System which are in thieir third year ,
of operation. Both of those projects appear.to be meeting their objectives
sat1sfac%or11y - Even W1thout additional supporting’ ev1dence, it appears fea51b1e ‘
to~recommend ‘serious cons1derat10n of the continuation of thé Shared Staff1ng
Program but under revised gu1de11nes which would propose changing the emphasis
from libraries serving populations undetr 10, 000 to public -libraries in other
population categories which-have a need for adding-a professional Staff position

. but can do so only if they can cooperate with-a neighboring library in the k1nd

of projects provided by the Shared Staffing Program. The complete report will®
offer more Spec1fic suggestions for the revision of the program. ;

If the p\ogram were continued for at least three to five more years with

" a maximum of five programs each year, the results mléht be an addition of 15-2%

professional positions in th& public libraries in Illinois by 1982. The cost at
the present rate of State Library support would be $300,000 to $500,000.

In Phase LI of ‘the program review, the personnel needs of libraries serving
populations under 10,000 will be reviewed and{studied with the purpose of pro-

" posing alternative personnel programs geared gpecaflcally to this group of libraries.

The entire report will be completed for the June Advisory Comm1ttee meet1ng ,
> . S . :
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